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study contents cannot be considered to be novel. If judged necessary, I suggest that the authors put more emphasize on the significance of this study and rationale supporting it. In addition, the full version of the survey used in this study should be included as a Supplementary file in English so as to be consulted by researchers conducting similar studies for reference. The p-values do not seem to be reported in Table 1 . If "***" is the symbol indicating significance, its indication should be defined in the Table legend .
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GENERAL COMMENTS
I enjoyed reading your manuscript, which addresses an important topic in the management of healthcare service industry in Malaysia. While I appreciate the considerable time and effort undertaken to produce what presents as an interesting study, the study possesses some areas that must be addressed before publishing in the current journal.
1. Abstract more accurate and well versant English. It seems that there exist repetition of words and concept in one line of the para. Moreover, it needs to be re-written. 2.Methodology especially the area of "data collection" seems to be ambiguous. Clarity is needed to describe each methodological part by inserting sub-sections like Study design, study settings etc... 3.Results are unclear and possess English grammatical mistakes. They need to be clearly stated in such a flow that it could be justifiable for the reader too. 4. The conclusion is totally missing in the study, except abstract, that needs to be written.
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Comments and Responses Reviewer: 1 Table ( 3) page (32 and 33) entitled "Descriptive Statistics of Individual Items for each Construct". Comment 3: The methods state you removed items which were poorly relevant. Please describe if this occurred in your results and which items were removed and why. Also, please provide a description of each item measure in Table 1 . Response: Thank you. Regarding your comment about removal of poorly relevant items, we described in the results those items which were removed, how and why they were removed from the current study (See Line: 49 page 9 -line 41 Page: 10) and also added the reliability results of each item and construct in Response: Thank you so much for your above comment. We added more details on the significance of our study with support from previous studies as follows: 1. We added 2 sentences in the 1st paragraph of our introduction about how Malaysia has become the 11th in the international rank in terms of intake international students, which indicates that international students are becoming important for research. (See line 14 -19, page 3). 2. We added more details on the 5th paragraph of our introduction comparing between research on international students in different host countries and research on international students in the Malaysian context, suggesting that such research is still its primary phase (See line:40 -48,page 4). 3. We added more about the need for more research on understanding the issues and challenges related to health care among international students in Malaysia (See line: 10 -18 ,page 5 ). 4. Finally, the remaining part of this 5th paragraph provides more information about the expected contribution and significance to policy makers, managers and providers of health care services to enhance the quality of health care services. Comment 2: In addition, the full version of the survey used in this study should be included as a Supplementary file in English so as to be consulted by researchers conducting similar studies for reference.
Response: Thank you and we already attached the survey as a supplementary file. Comment 3The p-values do not seem to be reported in Table 1 . If "***" is the symbol indicating significance, its indication should be defined in the Table legend. Response: Thank you and we added this missing "***", which means the value is significantly different from 0 at the 0.001 level. See the legend of Table (4) page (34).
Comments and Responses Reviewer: 3
Comment 1: Abstract more accurate and well versant English. It seems that there exist repetition of words and concept in one line of the para. Moreover, it needs to be re-written. Response: Thank you for your comment. Of course, there was a reputation in the line of the setting in the abstract. So we deleted this part of the sentence ("to evaluate the perceived quality of health care services among international students joining") because it was already in the objective of the abstract. See Line: 9, Page: 2). Comment 2: Methodology especially the area of "data collection" seems to be ambiguous. Clarity is needed to describe each methodological part by inserting sub-sections like Study design, study settings etc... Response: Thank you to your advice and we re-wrote the methodology and re-structured it into several sub-headings and clear paragraphs describing our methodology. See from Line: 1, Page: 6 to line: 38 , Page: 7. Comment 3: Results are unclear and possess English grammatical mistakes. They need to be clearly stated in such a flow that it could be justifiable for the reader too.
Response: Thank you so much and we revised and edited our section of the results of the study. Minor mistakes as highlighted in red font using the track change of the Microsoft word are displayed across this section. Comment 4: The conclusion is totally missing in the study, except abstract, that needs to be written.
Response: Thank you so much and we enhanced the conclusion by re-writing it and adding more details to it in the abstract as well in the conclusion section. 
GENERAL COMMENTS
The authors have done a good job in the revision in addressing and responding to my comments. However, I have a few minor points and suggestions for further revision:
1. Please work to improve the quality of English throughout the manuscript, either with the help of a native speaking colleague or with the assistance of a professional copyediting agency. 2. p7 line 13-14: It appears that Reference 34 has been omitted in the reference conversion process and currently only the number 34 remains.
3. p7 line 54-55: "assurance" is referred to twice in the same sentence. 4. p9 line 52: "using Cronbach Alpha" for each item and construct." -> the double quotation mark seems to be a typo. 5. p10 line 26-27: "However, after elimination of the item related to the health care services "I received corresponded to my current needs, it was enhanced to α=0.873." -> also an unnecessary double quotation mark or omission of necessary context. 6. p10 line 35-36: "However, after deleting three items: after deleting the items: BI4, BI5 and BI6 from the construct, the reliability became α =0.889." -> similar expressions are repeated in the same sentence ("after deleting items"). 7. p11 line 52: Sentences should not start with numerical figures ("38.2 % of them are Master students and 28.6 % of them are PhD postgraduates."). I suggest that the "Approximately" from the following sentence be moved to this sentence -> "Approximately 38.2 % of them are Master students and 28.6 % of them are PhD postgraduates." 8. Typos: p 14 line 11-12, line 38-39 "SRVEQUL," p15 line 13-14 "theses hospitals" 9. p16-17 (and also throughout the manuscript): I also suggest that the authors consistently present figures as sometimes zeros are given before decimal points, sometimes they're not, sometimes figures are given in parentheses, and sometimes not. Some are missing spaces between words (i.e. "more than0.60" is repeated twice in p17). Sometimes the numbers for figures and tables are given in parentheses (), and at other times, square brackets []. This is especially pronounced in p19 line 47-54 and very difficult to decipher: "behavioural intentions (0.78) SOBEL test (10.436 )> ( 1.946) and p =0.00. In a previous study, it was found that behavioural intention was directly influenced by the perceived service quality (x31=.18, P < .01) and indirectly through satisfaction (b32=0.56, P < .01). Moreover, the perceived quality had a total effect on behavioural intentions of .79." I recommend that the authors go over their manuscript thoroughly to ensure that the intent and message of the paper may be clearly conveyed to readers. 
REVIEWER
VERSION 2 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer reports and our responses:
Comments and Responses to Reviewer 3 :
Reviewer Name: Iram Fatima Comment 1: Please check for English improvement, for example, see page: 6, line 19-20; 37-38; 54-55: page, line 18-19; 26-27; 30-31: and so on for the excessive use of "the" in almost whole article and page 14: line11-12 particularly, SERVQUAL.
Response: Thank you for your advice on improving the language: We already revised the sentences you pointed above. See page 6, line 20-22; 37 ;54 and page 7, line 1: page 14, line 41 -46 and line 49.
Other minor corrections: We have done our best in editing the language of the paper. There are minor language use corrections along the paper with red font using the track change of the word file and listed as follows with the number of pages and lines where the revisions were made in the manuscript: See Page 11, line 6; 21; 23: page 13, line 22; [27] [28] [29] [30] [31] 38; 40; [45] [46] [47] [48] [49] [50] 15; [20] [21] [22] [27] [28] [29] [37] [38] [39] 13; 16; 28; 33; [45] [46] [47] [48] [49] [50] line 3; [13] [14] [15] [16] [17] Response: Thank you so much and we made it as one sub section entitled "Results of Reliability and Validity Analysis" and moved to page 11 under the result section as you suggested. we also deleted the description of the steps for validity and reliability and added the reference article as requested by you. See Page: 11, line 1-13. We already deleted the statements between quotations and just left the abbreviated name or label of each item as listed in Table ( Sub-Comment 4: In a previous study, it was found that behavioural intention was directly influenced by the perceived service quality (x31=.18, P < .01) and indirectly through satisfaction (b32=0.56, P < .01).
Response: Thank you and we already added "In contrast" at the start of this sentence since it provides results that are contradictory to our results. See Page 20, Line 49.
Sub-Comment 5: Moreover, the perceived quality had a total effect on behavioural intentions of .79."
Response: Thank you and sorry but now we added the phrase "in another study" to this sentence after Moreover in order to make it clear that this result was reported by a previous study. See page 20, line 54.
Sub-Comment 6: I recommend that the authors go over their manuscript thoroughly to ensure that the intent and message of the paper may be clearly conveyed to readers.
Response: Thank you and we already revised the entire manuscript and for any more suggestions, we are willing to do based on your valuable comments. Thank you so much.
VERSION 3 -REVIEW REVIEWER
In-Hyuk Ha Jaseng Medical Foundation, Republic of Korea REVIEW RETURNED 16-Aug-2018
GENERAL COMMENTS
Although the current revision lacks a "Response to Reviewers"
